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REMARKS 

This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer of June 8, 2007. The 
Examiner's Answer is in response to the Board order of April 17, 2007 returning the appeal to 
the Examiner for consideration of the amendment of June 16, 2006. Appellant notes that claim 
29, which was cancelled in the amendment of June 16, 2006, is not mentioned in the Examiner's 
Answer, and therefore the Examiner's Answer has been corrected to reflect the amendment of 
June 16, 2006. Furthermore, the Examiner has noted in the Office communication of July 30, 
2007 that cancellation of claim 29 is acknowledged. 

Appellant continues to assert the arguments presented in the Appeal Brief, and responds 
to the Examiner's Answer with the discussion presented below. 

Response to Argument (10) 

No Motivation to Combine the Cited References 

Appellant respectfully submits that there is no motivation to combine the teachings of 
Soliman with those of Bauchot. The Office asserts that Bauchot is directed to synchronizing 
timing between different communication networks. However, Bauchot does not relate to 
synchronization of different networks, but instead only provides a traffic scheduling method for 
control of communication between networks. See Bauchot column 1, lines 9-14. The scheduling 
method discussed in Bauchot uses the arrival time of data cells to determine a deadline of each 
cell before that cell has to be transmitted in order to meet quality of service requirements. See 
Bauchot column 2, lines 55-60. Therefore, Bauchot is not concerned with accurately setting 
fi-equencies between base stations of different networks. In contrast, claim 1 of the present 
appUcation recites adjusting a second fi-equency of a second communication network with the 
aim of establishing a desired relationship between the second firequency and a first fi-equency of 
a first communication network. Therefore, there is no motivation or suggestion to combine the 
teachings of Bauchot with those of Soliman, because Bauchot merely provides a scheduler for 
controlling cell traffic from separate communication networks. 

Contrary to the assertions presented in the Examiner's Answer, the idea of providing the 
delay in Bauchot is not to synchronize the first network, i.e. a synchronous network, with the 
second network, i.e. an asynchronous network. Time slots are allocated to data cells that are 
exchanged between synchronous and asynchronous terminals based on the time after which the 
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required quality of service of the connection is not met. See Bauchot column 3, lines 11-16. 
Therefore, the transfer of data cells between the asynchronous and synchronous networks in 
Bauchot is not based on matching time slots between different networks, i.e. synchronization, but 
instead scheduling is based on the quality of service for each connection. See e,g. Bauchot 
column 5, lines 56-58 (the scheduler gives a priority to each cormection based on its service 
class). As such, the transmission between different networks in Bauchot has nothing to do with 
modifying the frequency of one network to correspond with the frequency of another network, as 
recited in claim 1. At most, the combination of Soliman and Bauchot would only provide a 
person skilled in the art with a method of setting the frequency of one base station according to 
another base station in the same network, and a method of scheduling traffic between an 
asynchronous network and a synchronous network to meet quality of service requirements, in 
which the scheduling does not involve synchronizing the frequency of transmission of each 
network. There is no suggestion or motivation to combine Soliman and Bauchot to arrive at 
setting the frequency of a base station in a second network based on the frequency used by a base 
station in a first network, as recited in claim 1 . 

Furthermore, the Office asserts that it has not engaged in impermissible hindsight 
reasoning by simply using appellant's disclosure to piece together teachings from the prior art 
references. The Office states that Soliman provides an example of improving handoff reliability, 
and asserts that one of ordinary skill in the art would look to Bauchot in order to accomplish a 
handoff between networks. However, appellant respectfiiUy submits that one of skill in the art 
would not look to the teachings of Bauchot for accomplishing a handoff between networks. 
Bauchot makes no mention or suggestion of performing handoffs, and instead only addresses 
establishing communication between a terminal in an asynchronous network with a terminal in a 
synchronous network. Bauchot does not disclose or suggest a terminal traveling between 
different networks, and thus requiring a handoff to take place in order for the terminal to 
continue communicating. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have no motivation or 
suggestion to implement the limitations recited in claim 1, in which the frequency used by a first 
base station in one network is used to adjust the frequency of a second base station in another 
network. Soliman only discloses that the frequencies used by base stations within a network are 
set by cascading time and frequency values through the base stations of that same network. In 
contrast, the limitations recited in claim 1 address, for example, the problem of synchronizing 
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clocks across a transmission, in which part of the transmission chain to a base station runs across 
an unclocked network. Neither SoHman nor Bauchot address or even consider this problem, and 
therefore there is no motivation or suggestion to combine their teachings so that the frequency 
used by a base station in one network is adjusted in accordance with a frequency used in a 
second network, as recited in claim 1 . Instead, the Office has merely engaged in hindsight 
reasoning by citing Bauchot, in which two networks are in communication, and Soliman, in 
which a single network's time and frequency are synchronized, and asserting that it would be 
obvious to apply the teachings of Soliman across two different networks. 

Finally, in response to the Office's assertion that the appellant has attacked references 
individually. Appellant respectfully submits that for at least the reasons discussed above there is 
no motivation or suggestion to combine the teachings of the cited references. In order to 
establish obviousness, there must be some motivation or suggestion to combine the cited 
references, and the cited references when combined must teach all of the claim limitations. See 
MPEP § 2142. Since there is no motivation to combine the cited references, the cited references 
cannot disclose all of the limitations recited in the claims. Therefore, the cited references, alone 
or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest all of the limitations recited in claim 1 . 

The discussion above in relation to claim 1 is equally applicable to the other independent 
claims in the application. Therefore, for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to 
claim 1, the other independent claims are also not disclosed or suggested by the cited references. 
The dependent claims in the application are further not disclosed or suggested by the cited 
references at least in view of their dependencies. 
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Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above as well as those previously presented in appellant's 
Appeal Brief of June 13, 2006, appellant respectfully submits that the rejections of the final 
Office Action have been shown to be inapplicable, and respectfully requests that the Board 
reverses the rejections to pending claims 1-10, 13-28 and 30. The undersigned believes that no 
additional fee is required to submit this Reply Brief, but hereby authorizes the Commission to 
charge deposit account 23-0442 for any fee deficiency required to submit this Reply Brief 

Respectfully submitted, 
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